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TO AMEND SECTION 9 OF THE MERCHANT SHIP SALES 
ACT OF 1946 


THURSDAY, JULY 29, 1954 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, Lt 

The committee met at 11:30 a. m., Hon. John J. Allen, Jr., acting 
chairman, presiding. 

Mr. ALLEN. The committee will come to order. 

We will proceed to have bearings on H. R. 7065. 

(The bill referred to and letters from the Comptroller General and 
Secretary of Commerce are as follows:) 


[H. R. 7065, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 194¢ 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 9 (c) (2) of the Merchant Ship Sales 
Act of 1946 is hereby amended to read: 

‘(2) The liability of the United States for use (exclusive of service, if any, 
required under the terms of the charter) of the vessel on or after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act under any charter party executed prior to such date shall not 
exceed 15 per centum per annum of the statutory sales price of the vessel as of 
such date of enactment; and the liability of the United States under any such 
charter party for loss of the vessel shall be determined on the basis of the statutory 
sales price as of the date of the enactment of this Act, depreciated to the date 
of loss at the rate of 5 per centum per annum; and”’ 

Sec. 2. Section 9 (ec) (3) of such Act is hereby repealed, and in lieu thereof 

there shall be added to section 9 a new subsection to be known as section 9 (ce) 
(3) to read: 
3) Any obligation incurred by an applicant by reason of the acceptance of an 
adjustment under section 9 of this Act shall be modified as of March 8, 1946, to 
conform to the provisions of such section 9 as hereby amended, and the Secretary 
of Commerce is authorized and directed to enter into an agreement with any such 
applicant to conform the obligations of such applicant to the provisions of section 
9 as hereby amended.”’ 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF “HE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington 25, March 5, 1954 
Hon. Atvin F. WEIcHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Re prese ntatives. 

My Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 18, 1954, 
forwarding a copy of H. R. 7065, 88d Congress, 2d session, entitled ‘‘A bill to 
amend section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946,” 
recommendations with respect thereto 

Excepting only those charter parties executed prior to March 8, 1946, section 1 
of H. R. 7065, would remove certain restrictions imposed upon those who pur- 
chased vessels from the former Maritime Commission and subsequently applied 
for adjustments under section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S. C 
\pp. 1742 The restrictions proposed to be removed provide, generally, that the 
Government’s liability for ‘‘use’’ of the vessels shall not exceed 15 percent per 


1 


and requesting my 
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annum of the statutory sales prices, determined as of March 8&8, 1946, and that 
compensation for the loss of such vessels while under such charter parties shall be 
the statutory sales price determined as of that date less depreciation at the rate of 
5 perce! per ani im The removal of these restrictions would permit the owners 
of these vessels to receive ‘‘just compensation”’ for their use or loss rather than the 
present fixed amounts based ipon the adjusted price paid to the Government. 
To this extent, H. R. 7065 would accomplish the same result as H. R. 5401, 83d 
Congress, Ist session, which was the subject of my report to you dated July 8, 1958. 

Section 2 of this bill, adding a new section 9 (ce) (8), goes beyond the provisions 
of H. R. 5401 in that it modifies the subject restrictions retroactively to March 8, 
1946, to conform to the provisions of section 9 as amended by H. R. 7065 In this 

Tal 


connection, it is understood that with re to section 9 adjustments only, the 





owners would be entitled to agreements making refunds totaling over $1,500,000 


for charter hire paid by the Government subsequent to March 8, 1946, in excess 
of the limitations prescribed in section 9 (c) (2), and which were taken as a credit 

to the Government in those computations In addition, there is the possibility 

now under study by this Office—that the Military Sea Transportation Service 


1 charter hire in excess of the limitation If so, this bill would, of course, 


ratify such illegal overpay! 

As I stated in regard to H. R. 5401, inasmuch as applications for the adjust- 
ments provided in section 9 were voluntary and, since purchasers who declined to 
apply for such adjustments m: have been influenced by the restrictions now 
sought to be removed, the proposed legislation does not appear equitable to them. 

The proposed legislation involves a matter of policy in which this office is not 
directly concerned, but, considering that the beneficiaries voluntarily accepted 
the restrictions of section 9 (c) (2) in order to obtain the advantages of reduced 
} r vessels, I car perceive no real equity in the bill. 


cerely yours 


has pai 


oO 
i? 








sales prices for the 


w 


Linpsay C. WARREN 
Comptroller General of the United State 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
3UREAU OF THE BUDGET 
Washington 25, D. C.. May 10, 1954 
Hon. Atvin F. WEICHEI 
Cha rman, Committee on Vere hant Varine and Fisher és 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. ¢ 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in reply to your letter of January 18, 1954, 
requesting the views of this office with respect to H. R. 7065, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 

For the reasons set forth in our letter to you dated February 10, 1954, with 
respect to H. R. 5401, a similar bill, this office recommends against the enactment of 
H. R. 7065. For your convenience a copy of that letter is enclosed. 


Sincerely yours 


HAROLD PEARSON, 
Assistant Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 10, 1954. 
Hon. Atvin F. WEICHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
House of Re presentatives Washington 25, D. C 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in reply to your letter of June 22, 1953, 
requesting the views of this office with respect to H. R. 5401, a bill to amend 
section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 

This bill would repeal the limitations in section 9 (ec) 2 applying to ships built 
by the Government in World War II on which downward price adjustments were 
subsequently granted under section 9 of that act. These limitations govern the 
amounts whieh the Government will pay to charter such ships and the liability of 
the Government in the event the ships are lost while on charter. 
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If would appear that the shipowners knowingly accepted these limitations to 
obtain adjustment in sales price and that the limitations themselves are not harsh 
or unreasonable in their effect. Accordingly, we see little need for the legislation 
at the present time and are inclined to believe that the retroactive changing of the 
statutory basis of contracts voluntarily entered into is unsound in principle. We 
recommended that this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
tOWLAND Hucues, Deputy Director. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1954. 
Hon. Arvin F, WEICHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 

Dear Mr. CuatrrMan: This letter is in reply to your request dated January 18, 
1954, for the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 7065, a bill to amend 
section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946. 

This Department recommends against enactment of H. R. 7065. 

Under section 9 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, citizens who pur- 
chased war-built ships from the Maritime Commission prior to the enactment of 
the act could apply for an adjustment in the sales price. The effect of such adjust- 
ment was to treat the vessel as if it were being sold to the applicant on the date of 
the enactment of the act. As a condition to such adjustment, the applicant was 
r ‘quired to agree to be bound by section 9 (c) (2 which limits charter hire and loss 
liability for such ships under charter to the United States on or after March 8, 
1946. H. R. 7065 would amend section 9 (¢) (2) to make such limitations appli- 
cable only to charter parties executed prior to March 8, 1946. 

Che subject bill also would repeal section 9 (¢) (3), which has no application 
since the termination, on April 28, 1952, of the national emergency proclaimed on 
March 27, 1941. It would substitute therefor a new section 9 (ce) (3) authorizing 
and directing the Secretary of Commerce to modify agreements entered into with 
prior purchasers to conform their obligation to section 9 as amended by H. R. 
7065. 

On June 30, 1954, this Department submitted to your committee with respect 
to H. R. 5401, a bill for a similar purpose, a report in which the background of this 
matter, the effects of legislation for this purpose, and our reasons for opposing such 
legislation were set forth in full. Although it is true that H. R. 7065 meets one of 
the objections made by the Department in its report on H. R. 5401, in that it is 
so drafted as to preclude any claim for refund from the United States of amounts 
paid or credited to the United States in adjusting prior purchases, on account of 
charter hire for periods prior to March 8, 1946, H. R. 7065 does not meet our fun- 
damental objection to legislation for this purpose. We concur in the view of 
the Bureau of the Budget that: 

“It would appear that the shipowners knowingly accepted these limitations to 
obtain adjustment in sales price and that the limitations themselves are not harsh 
or unreasonable in their effect. Accordingly we see little need for the legislation 
at the present time and are inclined to believe that the retroactive changing of 
the statutory basis of contracts voluntarily entered into is unsound in principle.”’ 

For these reasons, we oppose the enactment of H. R. 7065. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that they would interpose 
no objection to the submission of this letter to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


Mr. Auuen. Mr. Maloney, will you come forward, please, and 
identify yourself for the purpose of the record. We will be pleased 
to hear the statement that vou have to make. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER E. MALONEY, PRESIDENT OF THE 
AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, ACCOMPANIED 
BY HERBERT R. O’CONOR, COUNSEL, AMERICAN MERCHANT 
MARINE INSTITUTE 


Mr. Matonsy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Walter E. Maloney. I am president of the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, which has offices at 11 Broadway, New 
York City, and 1701 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

The members of the institute comprise a substantial majority of 
the owners and operators of all categories of American-flag shipping, 
dry cargo, passenger, and tanker vessels. 

I am appearing here today to voice the very strong support of the 
American Merchant Marine Institute for H. R. 7065, which is iden- 
tical to S. 1918, which was passed by the other body on May 5 of 
this vear. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Ralph Dewey of the Pacific 
American Steamship Association, who was here just a moment ago, 
has told me that in line with earlier correspondence with his asso- 
ciation, | am authorized to tell your committee they subscribe to our 
view, and in effect I am speaking for them as well as for the institute 
here today. They are equally strong in support of this legislation. 

The bill now before the committee is necessary in order to repeal an 
obvious and apparently unintended discrimination against those per- 
sons who purchased war-built vessels prior to March 8, 1946, the date 
of enactment of the Ship Sales Act. As section 9 of that act now 
reads, those who purchased a vessel prior to March 8, 1946, but not 
those who happened to buy after that date, are, in effect, required to 
agree that bareboat charter hire payable by the Government in the 
event of any future use by it of the ships in question shall not exceed 
15 percent per annum of the statutory sales prices, and, further, that 
the liability of the Government in the event of loss under such a charter 
shall be limited to the statutory sales price depreciated to the date of 
loss. 

Under section 9 (c) (3), in the event the Government prior to the 
termination of the national emergency declared by the President on 
May 27, 1941, uses the vessel, the compensation to be paid to the 
purchaser shall in no event be greater than 15 percent per annum of 
the statutory sales price 

[ would like to insert at this point, Mr. Chairman, that while this 
bill does repeal subsection (3) of section 9 (ec), it is academic because 
the emergency which was referred to in that subsection was terminated 
April 28, 1952. 

Despite these provisions, section 9 of the Ship Sales Act was intended 
to place persons who purchased war-built vessels prior to the date of 
enactment of the Merchant Marine Ship Sales Act in substantially 
the same position as those who may have purchased their vessels after 
the date of the enactment. ‘This was to be accomplished by adjust- 
ments under section 9 of the act in the purchase price of war-built 
vessels bought before March 8, 1946. Such adjustments are made 
by treating the vessel as if it were being sold to the applicant on the date of enact- 
ment of this act and not before 
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and as a part of the adjustment prior purchasers are required to give 
up certain benefits which may have accrued to them as a result of 
their ownership and operation of the vessel during the war. 

It is submitted that the provisions of sections 9 (c) (2) and 9 (e) (3), 
to which I have just referred, are discriminatory and place a prior 
purchaser who accepts an adjustment in a considerably worse position 
than a person who happened to purchase his vessel after the enactment 
of the Ship Sales Act. Subsequent purchasers are not bound by any 
restrictive provisions similar to those of sections 9 (c) (2) and 9 (e) (3), 
At the same time, adjustment agreements have been entered into 
affecting approximately 191 ships. By the amendment of sections 
9 (c) (2) and 9 (ec) (3), as proposed by H. R. 7065 and 8. 1918 those 
companies which have accepted adjustments will be placed in the 
same position as subsequent purchasers now are under the act, in- 
cluding foreign purchasers under the act who are now competing so 
aggressively with their American-built ships sold to them under this 
act. In the event the United States requires the use of their vessels, 
they will be entitled under the proposed legislation to receive just com- 
pensation as determinable by the courts, a right that is given under 
the Constitution to all persons in the event of a use or taking of their 
property by the Government. 

In the light of the legislative history of the Ship Sales Act, it is 
impossible for us to believe that Congress intended to require those 
who purchased ships before the effective date of the act to waive their 
right to just compensation, a right which is secured to those who pur- 
chased their ships after the act. 

I would like, if I may, to digress from my prepared statement to 
give you a little more detail on the point that I cover next. 

I am going to read, if | may, from a part of the testimony before 
the Senate committee: 

When the Ship Sales Act was reported by the respective committees on the 
floor of the House and Senate 

Mr. Ray. Will you identify that testimony and who the witness 
was? , 

Mr. Matoney. Yes. 

This is the hearme before the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, 83d Congress, 
Ist session, on 8. 1918, July 8, 1953, and I am reading from a statement 
of Leslie E. Krusen, counsel, PACO Tankers, Inc., and Keystone 
Tankship Corp. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point it might be well to say when we ap- 
peared before the Senate committee we had 3 witnesses, 2 in addition 
to myself, and our statements have been integrated When we got 
word yesterday the hearing was to be held today, 1 spoke to Mr. 
Mr. Garner, vice president of the Waterman Steamship Co. in Mobile, 
who had been a witness, and endeavored to have him come up, and 
on that notice he could not possibly get here this morning. We also 
tried to reach Mr. Krusen, from whose statement 1 was about to read, 
and he is at sea somewhere in a sailboat and is unavailable. 

I am in this position: If it is possible, by some means to have their 
Senate testimony incorporated here, it would certainly make a more 
complete case. We could either insert the entire record, or we could 
abstract it, if you need it. 
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Wha over there was that the bill which was the subject 


of the hearings proved to be defective in a major respect right at the 


outset, and before anv of us testifed our entire statements were 
changed so that the stat ts which had been prepared for that do 
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the exhibits nade ¢; part of the record It would make it much 
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ment, there purports to be a perpetual inhibition running with the ship, and an 
inhibition on the automatic operation of the Constitution when the United States 
requisitions the ship. For that provision of the Constitution is substituted the 
provisions of section 802 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. That is a restric- 
tion running with the title of the vessel. I appeal to the Members of the House 
who are members of the legal profession that restrictive covenants running with 
chattels are not a very wholesome legislative precedent. In this particular case 
this restrictive covenant plainly contradicts the provision of section 6 (b) of the 
bill which provides that no foreign purchaser shall get a ship on terms or con- 
ditions more favorable than the citizer 





Now, a foreign purchaser who takes one of these ships, of course, hs 
tion whatever to turn it in to the United States. He gets a clear title v ir 
citizens get a title clouded with the necessity possibly of having to surr l 
ship under the artificial provisions of this restriction. I think tl 
restriction will be to drive vessels under foreign flags But at any rate this is an 


attempt to circumvent the Constitution of the United States and I believe it 
morally wrong. 

After argument along that line, in both the House and the Senate, 
the committee’s bill was amended in both cases on the floor, section 12 
which would have imposed this restriction we are talking about today 


on all ships under the act. However, no attention was called to the 
similar provisions of section 9 which applied to prior purchasers, and 
the restrictions applicable to prior purchasers were not removed. 
Accordingly anyone, either an American or a foreigner, who purchased 
his vessel subsequent to the act is not restricted in respect of the 
ultimate value of his property, whereas a person who voluntarily 
risked his own capital to purchase a vessel during the war is now sub- 
ject to a punitive limitation. 

Clear indication of the Congressional intent is found in section 
6 (b) of the Ship Sales Act, which provides that no war-built vessel 
shall be sold to a noncitizen— 

Upon terms or conditions more favorable than those at which such war-built 
vessel is offered to a citizen of the United States. 

We submit that it is clearly unjust and discriminatory that an Ameri- 
can citizen who purchased a vessel prior to the act should be deprived 
of just compensation under the Constitution while his foreign com- 
petitor who purchased at the reduced statutory sales price should have 
no limitation whatsoever put upon his ship. 

It appears clear, therefore, that Congress could not have intended 
such a result, and it is on this basis, among others, that we earnestly 
recommend that sections 9 (c) (2) and 9 (ec) (3) be amended by the 
enactment of the pending legislation so as to place all purchasers under 
the act on an equal plane. We understand that some question has 
been raised as to the possibility that completed section 9 adjustments 
which are evidenced by formal agreements containing mutual release 
clauses may in some wise be unsettled or otherwise opened up by the 
pending bills. We do not see how this could be possible under the 
bill which does not purport in anywise to deal with the section 9 
adjustments heretofore made and accepted. The effect of the pending 
legislation is to apply the charter hire limitations only in the case of 
charter parties executed prior to March 8, 1946, not to open up the 
closed and completed section 9 adjustments. However, since some 
question has been raised, we think that the committee might very 
properly state in its report on the bill that it is its understanding 
and interpretation of the bill that it would not upset or otherwise 
affect any adjustment in the purchase price of the vessel made or to 
be made under section 9. 
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As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
it might be better, and I don’t have this in my statement, it might be 
better to specify in the bill that that can’t happen. I would suggest 
an amendment for your consideration which would be right at the 


end of the bill, at the end of section 2 wherein the Secretary of Com- 














merce is told to enter into agreements to bring the adjustment con- 


tracts into 1 with this leeislation i would suggest a proviso at 
that point reading as follows 
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I know, having worked on the hearings on both sides here. that I 


nevel realized this cl scrimimation unt | well aiter the law had b en 


It was voluntary to this extent: Kor Instance when Mr. Ky izen 
went hefore the Senate committee, he was able Lo tel] the Senate 


committee that he had seven ships which wol Id be affected by th S 


law, but that his companies had not as vet signed anv adjustment 
igreement beeause ot this Since that time been ise of he fact tl t 
the Federal Maritime Administration told them that thev either had 
fo taki it or they would thre WwW Out the I applicat on. the. h: \ sioned, 


So far as I know, everybody has signed. Of course. that is volun- 
tarily. You take it or you give up everything. But tl 
no change whatsoever in the adjustment for those ships. What it 
does is to remove a cloud from the ships which does not exist in any 
other ship sold under the Ship Sales Act 

Voluntary ? Well. that is true But it was a ca of thev had to 
take it or leave the adjustment, 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Shelley? 

Mr. SHELLEY. No questions. 

Mr. Atuen. Mr. Ray? 


Mr. Ray. The report was before the Warren Committee in its same 


would make 


form, was it not? 

Mr. Matonry. I don’t know the date of the report. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. If the gentleman will yield, I have been reading 
the printed report of the Executive departments on H. R. 7065, 83d 
Congress, and the letter from the ¢ ‘omptroller General is dated March 
5. 1954, and the Bureau of the Budget states ‘‘We recommend that this 
measure not be enacted.’”’ That is a letter dated February 10, 1954, 

That is what prompted my original question 

Mr. Ray. My question was as to whether those same letters were 
before the Senate Committee. Aren’t they in your records? 

Mr. Matonry. No, sir. The Senate Record was July of 19538. 
This communication is subsequent to that. This is March of this year. 

Mr. Ray. Did they have later hearings? 

Mr. Matonry. No, sir; just hearings on that one day. 

I may say, Mr. Chairman, that it was in view of this report of the 
Comptroller General that I have proposed the amendment which I 
submitted a few minutes ago, because this report states: 


I this connection it is understood that with regard to section 9 adjustments 
only the owners would be entitled to agreements making funds totaling over 
$1.500.000 for charter hire paid bv tl Government i ient to March & 
1948 
and so on It was to put that thought to rest that we proposed this 


amendment. We cannot see how it could happen under the bill, but 
if it could happen let us nail it down with this amendment 

There is no money to change hands in these adjustments because of 
anything we are suggesting to vou today 

I believe representatives of the General Accounting Office are here 
today, Mr Ray. 
he Maritime Administration was represent 
Then there is a letter of July 8, 1953, from the ¢ ‘omptroller General 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Interstate and foreign 
Commerce. That is part of the record which I have just asked be 


TO 


incorporated bv reference here. 
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Mr. Ray. Does that make the same objection? 
Mr. M \LONEY. Without spelling out any amount. It doesn’t use 


this million and a half figure. But it states: 

It is also pertinent to note that inasmuch as applications for the adjustment 
provided in section 9 were voluntary, and since the decision to those purchasers 
who declined to apply for such adjustments may have been influenced by their 
desires not to be committed to the restrictions now sought to be removed, the 
proposed legislation does not appear equitable to them. 


Mr. Ray. Those are the adjustments you are removing from the 
picture by your amendment? 

Mr. Matonry. Yes, sir. In other words, by our amendment here 
we are trying to make it clear that we do not want to open up or to 
change in any way adjustments which had been made by anyone, 
including those which have just recently been made, lest they be 
defaulted 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Mr. Maloney, in view of the fact that the op- 
position, recent opposition is being expresse d to this legislation to the 
form in which it was introduced, have you taken your proposed amend- 
ment to the attention of anybody in the GAO? 

Mr. Matoney. Not the language itself, no. This language was 
prepared yesterday. This language has not been submitted to 
anvone else 

But we did discuss with them, and called attention to the fact, that 
before the Senate we stated without any equivocation that we did 
not wish to disturb in any way any adjustment which had been made 
under section 9. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. In other words, you recognize, as I am sure 
we all do, the rere tical result of opposition of that nature? 

Mr. Mauonry. Yes. 

Mr. amet elle x. I am not bound by a decision of anybody else 
but we face a practical problem in that respect. I was trying to find 
out if there was a proper way to resolve that difference. 

Mr. Mauonry. I am trying to resolve it here, sir. 

Mr. Serity-Brown. With your amendment, yes. 

Mr. Matoney. I do this in the face of the fact we are in the last 
few days of a session here, and if this is right I would hate to see it 
lose because of the necessity of going to conference or anything of that 
sort. But we see no question on this business of opening up the old 
argeements, and that amendment would certainly put it to rest. 

Mr. Ray. I would suggest that we ask Mr. Maloney to step aside 
and hear the other witnesses. 

Mr. Auuen. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Maloney, as I understand the amendment, the 
effect would be that the charter parties in the future would be the only 
ones affected and all charter parties heretofore entered into and all 
adjustment agreements would not be affected by this law? 

Mr. Maroney. The amendment I am proposing? 

Mr. Auuen. The bill and the amendment. 

Mr. Maroney. No, sir; it would not remove—let me put it this way: 

The 15 percent restriction on charter parties would apply under this 
bill, Senate 1918 and House 7065, it would apply only to charters 
which were executed prior to the date of enactment of the Ship Sales 
Act, March 8, 1946. 


— -—_—— 
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There were charters which existed prior to that time and continued 
for 6, 7 or 8 months after enactment of the Ship Sales Act. The entire 
period would be subject to the 15 percent restriction, but for charter 
parties which were executed subsequent to March 8 these ships which 
were subject to adjustment would be in the identical position that 
they would have been in had they been brought under the act instead 
of prior to the act. 

Mr. Atuien. With regard to that block of charter parties entered 
into before the date you mention, would there be a refund from the 
Government to those paying the charter hire? 

Mr. Matonry. No, sir; there would not. It is the other way 
around, sir. The Government paid the charter hire. The Govern- 
ment chartered these ships from the companies and paid charter 
hire to the companies. 

Mr. Auuen. Did the Government pay more than 15 percent or 
less than 15 percent? 

Mr. Matoney. I don’t know, sir. The only charters since March 
8, 1946, that I know of are charters which were entered into with 
the Military Sea Transportation Service. Those charter were not 
negotiated charters. ‘They were at rates promulgated by Military 
Sea Transportation Service. In many cases it was after the fact. 
When the Korean situation broke out I know of several ships which 
were on the second voyage before a rate was fixed or a charter party 
was even drafted. When it was finally done Military Sea Trans- 
portation Service said “This is the rate. We have no idea what 
factors went to make up that rate.” 

Mr. Auuen. I don’t understand from the general statement any 
specific situation to which the bill would apply or make a change. 

Mr. Matoney. This applies forward. These are restrictions which 
will forever run on these ships so long as they are afloat. 

Mr. ALLEN. This will take off the restriction which now exists but 
there will be no retroactive application of any kind? 

Mr. Matoney. It is intended there be memnnneti ir sir, because 
of this fact: Question has been raised, again by the General Account- 
ing Office, that perhaps MSTS rates are illegal and that this might 
otherwise legalize them. I think that was their language. 

Here is the situation: We will take two identical ships, 2 C2’s, one 
bought March 7 and the other on March 9. They are both chartered 
and MSTS states to both of them ‘We will pay you $2,350 per day.” 
That includes services and some part is made up of bareboat charter 
hire. 

They say to both cases ‘‘We will pay you $2,350 per day.’ 

Now, General Accounting Office hints that perhaps that was wrong 
in the case of the ship which was purchased on March 7, and this 
would legalize it. 

If there is any doubt about it we say this, and I will quote the lan- 
guage they used here, that these ships were to be treated as follows: 

“The adjustment was to be made by treating the vessel as if it 
were being sold to the applicant on the date of enactment of this act 
and not before.”’ 

If that was the congressional intent, that these earlier ships should 
be treated as if they were sold on date of enactment, then we say to 
you at $2,350 a day, whatever the rate was, if it is right for the C—2 
purchased on March 9 it is right for the C-2 purchased on March 7. 
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! i oiInt oO ( uu that if there is anv question about 
| of thes S th are 48 ships which were char- 
qd to tl (roV l ent alt the actment of the Ship Sales Act, 

f tl Sa estion t it, every one of those contracts is subject 
\ \ In other we if any of th contracts were illegal 
eC charter hire was too much, the bill with vour amendment 
\ ( yt elimi the Ggovernment’s iaim for a refund‘ 
Mr. MALoney t we | eliminate it insofar as the 15 percent is 
concerne The purpos yf this bill In reat hin r ba k, a id we didn’t 
ze there was a claim of this sort, MSTS never raised the claim. 
We never heard of any such claim until the question was raised here. 
B it, tl \ 1] reach ba ‘k and say that the ship which was purchased 
March 9 is worth as n 1 to the Government as the ship which was 
rchased « M ch 7 because Congress intended to treat them the 
same 
Mir \ LEN But { undel i charter DALY heretofore entered into, 
the Government agreed to pay 25 percent, then this bill would say 
that the 10 percent over the 15 percent was illegally charged, would it 
not, ¢ wo id it SAV that rie ; percent wt uld now be lec al? 


Mii Mat INEY | do} tL want you to assume there was any such 


tuatiol but i there were such a situation, sir, this hill In effect would 


sav that that s leval 

Mr. ALLEN l'o follow one step further, then, if it were illegal and 
the Government would have a claim for 10 percent refund 

Mr. MALONE) That is ht, s! 

Mr. Auten. If tl bill passes that claim would be foreclosed? 


Mr. Maton That is right 

Mr ALLEN To that extent the bill, even with the amendment, 
would be retroactive 1n covering those charter parties heretofore under 
lease? 

Mr. Matoney. Yes, sir 

Mr. Ray. Subject to renegotiation, Mr. Chairmat 

Mr. ALLEN. You are interested in removing the restriction as to 


ut 
Mr. Maroney. That nicht This is a continuing restriction on 
these ships. The American-flag ship has enough restrictions without 


Mr. Auten. We will defend the construction subsidy programs in 
Congress and point out that under the contracts the Government 


alwavs has the right to requisition the use of the ship depreciated at 
book value, and that because of that right the ship was an asset of 
the Government for national defense as well as being an asset of the 
private operator for commercial ust 

- Do you by this proposal give a precedent under which, after a 
subsidy might be entered into and the restriction placed on ownership 
of the vessel, for a bill which will some day remove those restrictions? 
[f so you will jeopardize tl ntire construction subsidy program, 

Mr. Matonry. I don’t think there is any problem there. The 
policy of this act as compa to 1946 act was different. The 
purpose of the 1946 act is to dispose of ships. The Government 

ving to move the ps, make them desirable, let us say, not 


\! ricans but lorerener The purpose of the 1936 act 
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was a national defense, a national policy approach to the merchant 
marine 

Certainly you gentlemen are never bound by anything your pred- 
ecessors did, but if there is to be a precedent Congress in 1946 set the 
precedent when they knocked the restriction out of th Ship Sales 
Act for a great number of ships 000 of ther rbout 52 Of 5.200 
ships built during the war only 1 ul l { 
far as the others are concerned, Congre id it not right You 





are taking away from a man the right to just mM] Sato You 
are putting a r euion On & Ship sO hev Lil thr , ry 4 
if ther to | ) e] ‘his nit : : n 

Mi ALL} Yo thint tt { ( ‘ } recipe 
be ( r'é ) 1 . 7% t tion t } ' | 47 
Ship S ( ac { i pl O I l mn the 
LOS! t? 

Mr. Maton Definitel Vi | : rai co] 
slip too ( of the tl] ) iD { 
litt » slip 

M ALI I ! } ( ) 

Mi » ) > yw \ 

Mr. R \ 

\] \ \ ) ' tte, 
b Min \\ mn { , ; 
Sh (Owners. can | ) ’ 

lad 4 1] 
i O 
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In addition to these 1,956 vessels sold directly under the Ship Sales Act, about 
200 other vessels had been built by private American shipowners during the war 
period under the tacit agreement that such owners would receive the same treat- 
ment as subsequent purchasers. This agreement was recognized under section 9 


which allowed such pre-act purchasers certain price adjustments to put them on 


a par with other American and foreign purchasers under the act. Section 9 (c), 
however, retained two provisions limiting requisition prices and charter rates to 
a rigid statutory formula. The retention of these restrictions in section 9 when 
they were eliminated for section 4 purchasers is difficult to understand as there 
is nothing in the legislative history to explain it 
With the passage of vears, the potential operation of these section 9 restrictions 
will produce an absurd and unjustified price differential between vessels of the 
same type and condition In the case of vessels owned by our members and pur- 
chased under section 4, their sale value will continue to be determined by market 
cond ns for American-flag vess« In the ease of vessels owned by foreign 


companies and purchased under section 6, their sale value will continue to be 


determined by the more favorable world market conditions for vessels operating 
W ] the economic handicaps of American registry. In the case of vessels 
subject to section 9, however, their market value will be artificially depressed by 
the potentia req tion celling estal hed under the section 9 (c 2) restrictions. 
We, therefore, urge your favorable consideration of H. R. 7065. 
Very sincerely yours, 


Hucu S. WILLIAMSON 
Vice President 
Mr. Auuen. Off the record. 
(Discussion held off the record.) 
Mr. Auten. Are there further witnesses on this bill? 


STATEMENT OF E. J. ACKERSON, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL, MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Ackerson. My name is E, J. Ackerson, Assistant General 
Counsel, Maritime Administration 

| hav eno statement to pre sent. | be lieve you have before you the 
report of the Secretary of Commerce dated vesterday on this bill. 
If you care to I will summarize the effect of that. 

Mr. Al LEN. We W ill be pleased to have you do that, Mr. Ackerson. 
Won’t vou be seated, please? 

Mr. Ackrerson. The report is so short I will read it in its entirety. 

This letter is in reply to your request. 

(See p. 3 for the letter report above referred to.) 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Would you have any comments to make on 
the amendment which has been suggested to this committee by Mr. 
Maloney in his statement? 

Mr. Acxerson. Sir, while I have had 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I will be glad to give you a copy. 

Mr. Ackxerson. I have seen it since I came up here this morning. 
Mr. Maloney was kind enough to show it to me. I have had no 
opportunity to confer with the Department on it, but in view of the 
clear opposition of the Department to the bill I do not believe that 
they would consider that that amendment removed their opposition 
to the bill. It removes one objection clearly which we had to the 
original legislation, and which I am not sure is too important in con- 
nection with this bill, but it does not remove the basic objection to 
the legislation on the part of the Department. 

Mr. Auien. Mrs. Sullivan? 

(No response. 

Mr. Auien. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. As I understand your objection, it is that you regard 
this 15 percent limitation as a condition assumed by the ship pur- 
chaser who received an adjustment? 
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Mr. Acxerson. That is right He received an adjustment and a 


reduction in his price to conform to the 1946 act in respect of a. 3 
purchased under the 1936 aet These conditions wert part of the 
terms under which Congress extended the price reduction, and the 
view ol the Depart ent 1s that that mtract I! wreemen sho il 
stand 

Mr. Ray. Hav: you any idea how mal ships are under char 
whi nh are subj { to this provision’ 

Mr. Ackerson. As of July 1953 ther ( tS vessels which had 


been chartered by MSTS and th Navy, I bel e, since March 8 


> | +] 4 { 
Min R V esse With respect to wl el hy ¢ ( time t vou speal 
( | Ld be nei le 
La 
Mr. Ackerson. That is correct 
Mr. Ray. Have you in mind anv approxima 7 s to the 
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been calculated under sec 


9 of Merchant Ship 





sales Act of 1946 
SUMMARY 
Ne New 
esse’ | Applicant—Continued vessels 
standard OU ¢ ind Standard Oil Company 
8 New. Jes 13 
{ - 
I t 
2 19 
: + 
4 
l 204 
4 
5| Ap 
2y g 
14 1 
} ( 9 
Potal 1 
yrt ( l 
l Ad ted tot 19 
AT \A STI MSHIP CO 





Original pur Final sale j 
( price me t 
I pr ment 
$1, 43 »9 AD $1, ¢ 000. 00 $371, 329. 5¢ 
436, 329. 50 L. O85. O11 ) 371, 320. 5 
{ 9 50 1. 0 00. OK 371, 329 
rt Ls 4 )8, ORS. At 195, 000. Of 1, 11 IRS, Af 
{ERIK EXPORT LINES 
¢ & ” { $ ( SAN. 7R { 
S } { “ “ 80, 645, 0 
‘ ) RT RO. 645. Of 
yO f 77 742 Q09 1f 
0), 421, 09 730. 91 
s 815. 7 l 5 
& ) 8 | 40. 494. 98 
R74 is r ) 
{ ), 310 { 233. 619. RE 
AMI J RESI LINES 
. * > +s S41 {\2 
X { 4 ( 
4 39 ] ) 484. 0 4 4 Q 
4 { R40) { er 2 
), 484 48 11. 47 
3 84. 1H 7, 2 
811 14. O 48. 907. 69 
A | if I IN¢ ( ) 
790). 7 ) $1. 989. 023. 63 $801, 678.3 
g x ) 178. 25 5D, 862 
2 298 158, 094. 57 588, 203. 93 
‘ ( 2 104, 2906. 4 1, 940, 744. &f 
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Vessels on which adjustments have been calculated under sec. 9 of Merchant Ship 
Sales Act of 1946— Continued 


BARBER OIL CORP 








Vessel name Original Final sales Gross adjust 
hase price price ment 
Caribbean $3, 054, 960. 86 $1, 638, 688, 97 $1. 416, 271.89 
BETHLEHEM STEEL CORP 
Lebore $2, 390, 2909. 04 $1. 730. 000. 00 $860, 299. 04 
Feltore 2, 476, 600. 87 1, 730, 000. 00 746, 600. 87 
rotal 4, 866, 899. 91 3, 460, 000. 00 1, 406, 899. 91 
A. H. BULL STEAMSHIP CO 
Mar 
Withdraw 
CITIES SERVICE OIL CO 
French Creek $2. 866, 514. 14 $1. 806, 395, 84 $970, 118. 30 
CONTINENTAI STEAMSHIP CORP 
Lake Charles $3, 190, 693. 64 $1, 874, 708. 48 $1, 315, 985. 16 
FARRELL LINES, INC 
African Star $1, 998, 234. 03 $1, 544, 191. 00 $454, 043. 03 
African Planet 2. O68, 256. 25 1, 544, 191. 00 524, 065. 25 
African Rainbow 2, 086, 436. 77 1, 544, 191. 00 542, 245. 77 
African Crescent 2, 159, 732. 58 1, 544, 191. 00 615, 541. 58 
African Moon 2 201. 499. 30 1, 544, 191. 00 657, 308. 30 
African Lightning 65 1, 544, 191. 00 659, 862. 65 
African Sur 53 1, 001, 518. 00 555, 976. 53 
African Dawr 50 1, 001, 518. 00 536, 319. 50 
Total 15, 813, 544. 61 11, 268, 182. 00 4, 545, 362. 61 
GRACE LINE INC 
Santa Barbara $2, 034, 819. 52 $1, 597, 303. 00 $437, 516. 52 
Santa Monica 1, 445, 646. 78 1, 050, 000. 00 395, 646. 78 
Santa Maria ? 
Santa Cecilia 2, 035, 812. 42 1, 597, 303. 00 438, 509. 42 
Santa Isabel ? 
Santa Clara 1, 445, 387. 37 1, 050, 000. 00 $95, 387. 37 
Santa Margarita 2, 103, 302. 59 1, 597, 303. 00 505, 999. 59 
Santa Luisa ? 
Santa Leonor 1, 564, 430. 34 957, 818. 00 606, 612. 34 
Santa Sofia 1, 445, 436. 06 1, 050, 000. 00 395, 436. 06 
Total 12, 074, 835. O8 8 899, 727. 00 3, 175, 108. O8 
2 Sec. 9 denied (8d 
GULF OIL CORP 
Spottsylvania $3, 004, 758. 16 $1, 774, 159. 11 $1, 230, 599. 0. 
San Antoni 2, 999, 510. 06 1, 675, 887. 74 1, 323, 622. 32 
Cross Keys 3, OOK, 823. 42 1, 698, 095. 96 1, 310, 727. 46 
Jalapa_._ 3, 002, 866. 71 1, 690, 878. 29 1, 311, 988. 42 
Total 12, 015, 958. 35 6, 839, 021. 10 5, 176, 937. 25 
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Vessels on which adjustments have been calculated under sec. 9 of Merchant Ship 
Sales Act of 1946— Continued 


KEYSTONE TANKSHIP CORP. 





Vessel name Origin al pur- I inal sales Gross adjust 
chase price price ment 

Benningtor $2, 891, 598. 21 267, 622. 18 
Bunker Hill_--. 2, 794, 867. 39 544. 45 
Cherry Valley 2, 889, 313. 82 5, 621. 70 
Moni itt 2, 904, 075. 50 7, 878. 65 
nderoga 2, 890, 337. 70 76, 077. 77 
Lota 14, 370, 192. 62 8, 012, 447. 87 6, 357, 744. 7 




















(x $2, 836, 173. 41 $1, 765, 1. 03 $1, 070, 342. 3s 
1 s g 2. 845, 126. 76 1, 765, 831. 03 1, 079, 295. 7 
lot 5, 681, 300. 17 531, 662. Of 2, 149, 638 
YKI BRO STEAMSHIP CoO., IN‘ 
I M $1, 464, 937. 0 $916, 459. 0 $548, 478. 00 
Jean Lyke 1, 467, 631. 80 916, 459. 00 551, 172. 80 
N I 1, 334, 877. 2 916, 459. 00 418, 418. 21 
1 1. 467, 155 116. 459. 0) 550, 696. 6 
( 1, 336, 767 OS5. 75) ys 351. O16. 95 
Cr es Lyke 1, 381, 719. 12 025, 979. 45 355, 739. 67 
Dick Lyke 1, 396, 928. 38 1, O18. 317. 82 378. GLO. He 
Elizal h Lyk 1, 334, 897. 42 982, 345. 60 352, 551. 82 
Eugene Lyke 1, 337, 371.8 994, 013. 93 343, 357. 90 
Harry Culbreath 1, 334, 844. 29 992, 323. 10 342, 521.19 
K all Fist 1, 397, 662. 59 1, 025 “0. 01 
Kenneth McKay 1, 334, 425. 40 QS1, 67 . 71 
I Lyk 1, 334, 911. 35 ORe 348, 288. 02 
Red Gauntlet 1, 336, 061. 97 993 342, 913. 64 
Reut I 1, 334, 893. 68 989 345, 039. 9¢ 
Ruth Ly} 1, 346, 183. 27 O67 378, 371. 93 
Simoon 1, 337, 789. 99 | 990, 2! 347, 535. 39 
Stella Lyk 1, 345, 908. 20 975 370, 377. 16 
Sue Lykes 1, 338, 090. 94 999. 7 338, 386. 80 
Tyson Lykes 1, 336, 624. 89 981, 33 355, 294. 09 
Velma Lykes 1, 334, 832. 13 ORG 348, 818. 46 
Almeria Lykes 1, 785, 096. 44 1, 318, 94: 466, 153. 44 
Tillie Lyke 1, 787, 700. 34 1,318 468, 757. 34 
Norman Lykes 1, 847, 582. 83 1, 318 528, 639. 83 
Lipscomb Lykes 1, 786, 661. 74 1, 318 
Doctor Lykes 1, 864, 684. 53 1, 318 
John Lyk 
rhompson Lykes 
A dat s Lykes 
Total 37, 706, 240. 48 27, 137, 223. 72 10, 569, 016. 76 
MISSISSIPPI SHIPPING CO., INC 
Del Valle ex Memnon $1, 221. 60 $957, 818. 00 
Del Aires ex Belaires 1 089. 60 . 181.00 
Del Santos ex Talisman 1, 571, 482. 72 957, 818. 00 
Del Mundo ex Sturdy Beggar 1, 570, 698. 56 957, 818. 00 
Del Alba ex Flying Eagle 1, 592, 778. 31 957, 818. 00 
Del Norte 3, 550, 036. 83 2, 941, 603. 00 
Del-Su 3, 559, 358. 6 2, 941, 603. 00 
Del Mar 3, 564. 128.00 2. 941, 693. 00 
Total 18, 406, 794. 28 13, 693, 262. 00 


Withdraw 
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Vessels on which adjustments have been calculated under sec. 9 of Merchant Ship 
Sales Act of 1946— Continued 
MOORE-McCORMACK LINES, INC 
Vessel nam Original pu I . ISS a 
chase price ( mer 
Mormaceulf $2, 172, 129. ¢ $1, 639, 884. Of $532, 24 
Mormacisle 2. 160, 638. 02 639, 884. 00 20, 754. 02 
Mormacdawt 2. 139, 8&2 639, 884. 00 499, YOR. 7 
Mormacland 2.146, 007. 92 639. R84. KOA, 123. 9 
M ormacpenn 2.146, 999. 1¢ 639, 8R4. 1 WIT. 115. 1¢ 
M lacsaga 2, 181, 323. Ht {69,884.00 41. 439. OF 
M ormacma 42, 960. 2 639, 884. 00 () 6.2 
Mormacreed (ex Mormacgull 54 M18, O11. Of 
M ormactert 403. 766. 28 119. O79. XK 
M ormacdove 10), 408 12 59. XK 
VW ormachawk 395, && ) } 59. . 
M ormacwren 399, OOS. 49 121.9 ) 
M ormacwave (ex Sea Pike 744, 386. 02 2s a0). OF 
Mormaclark 1, 340, 521. 78 V18, 509. O \ 
Total 25, 128, 34 ; § 289 204. 00 R46 
YEW YORK AND CUBA MAIL STEAMSHIP CO 
Cape Chalmer $1, 446, 402. 8 $9 00 $529, 943. 8 
Cape Alexander 44 16.4 ) 30, 79) 
Total 2. 803, G58. 4¢ 832. 918. 00 1, O66 4( 
NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, IN‘ 
Phoenix $1, 689, 437. € $824, 848 
Nashbulk 718 0 874 4 
A mtank 1, 745, 946. 57 854, 853 
Total 7.70 ) 9 809. 31 2 4, ( ~ 
PACIFIC-ATLANTIC STEAMSHIP CO 
Idaho $2, 247, OA. € $918, 809. 00 $1, 328 


PURE OIL CO. AND SABINE TRANSPORT 


ATION CO 


Pure oil $3, 180, 368. 90 $i, 868, 451. 63 


SOCONY-VACUUM OIL CO.,, IN(¢ 








Siwanoy $2, 656, 776. 61 $1, 652, 068. 93 $1, 004. 707. 68 
Sacona... 2. 644, 586. 45 1, 666, 668, 24 977, 918. 2 
Saucon -_ _- 2, 643, 724. 51 1, 671, 882. 28 971, 842. 23 
Satucket 2, 654, 957. 12 1, 695, O84. 76 959, 872. 3F 
Saconnet 2, 874, 783. 83 1, 706, 816. 36 1, 167, 967. 4 
Calusa é 2, 902, 642. 61 1, 539, 862. 40 1, 362, 780. 21 
Colina 2, 950, 720. 67 1, 647, 017. 05 1, 303, 703. 62 
Conastoga 2, 949, 559. 25 1, 657, 010. 75 1, 292, 548. 4 
Syosset 2, 884, 005. 99 1, 804, 462. 88 1, 079, 543. 1 
Samoset 2, 650, 101. 77 1, 576, 202. 62 1, 073, 897. 1 
Sachem 2. 645, 903. 64 1, 581, 418. 67 1, 064, 484. 97 
Shabonee 2,654, 307. 14 606, 185. 36 048, 121. 78 

Total 33, 112, O69. 59 19, 804, 682. 30 13, 307, 387. 29 

STANDARD OIL CO. OF CALIFORNIA 

J. L. Hanna $2, 791, 346. 43 $1, 981, 250. 75 $810, 095. 68 
H. D. Collier 2,818 * 990, 411. 64 R28, O66. 17 
J. H. MacGaregill 2, 810, 965, 2¢ 1, 999, 294. 93 811, 670. 27 

Total 8, 420, 789. 44 5, 970, 957. 32 2, 449, 832. 12 
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Vessels on which adjustments have been calculated under sec. 9 of Verchant Ship 
Sales Act of 1946 Continued 


ANDARD OIL CO. AND STANDARD OIL CO. OF NEW JERSEY 











Oris 1 i Final sales Gross adjust 
hase price price ment 
I Manhattar $2, 900, 970. 19 $1, 545, 969. 66 $1, 355, 000. 53 
F WV ' OFG, 805 } 642, 853. 01 1, 413, 952. 54 
Esso Pater 2 991. 939. 69 1, 634, 524, 93 1, 357, 414. 76 
I Norfolk 2,992, 994. 4 630, 083. 29 1, 362, 916. 16 
I Portlar 
} New Haver 
| , field 
I tica 
I Camde 
Es oT 
I l¢ 
} R . 
artmout! 2 648. 776. 98 1, 568, 904. 97 1, 079, 872. 01 
ta 14. 591. 491.86 8, 022. 335. SF 6, 569, 156. 00 
THE TEXAS CO 
| $2 983. 661. 34 $1. 668. 114. SF $1. 315, 546. 48 
2 1. 534. 97 673, 666. 92 1, 227, 868. 05 
( 2, 898, 830. 13 1, 670, 335. 68 1, 228, 494. 45 
( ¢ 2 299. 954. R29 1, 676, 442. 95 l 511. 94 
rea : 2.895, 997. 16 1, 658, 398. 77 1 , 598. 39 
th M ». 778, 183. 75 1, 797, 755, 34 428. 41 
\ irg 2 775. 968. 61 1. 800. 808. 07 O75, 159. 64 
. %”. 134. 130. 85 1. 945. 523. 49 8, 188, 607. 36 
UNITED FRUIT STEAMSHIP CORP 
$2. 407 27 $2, 150, 000. 00 27 
ros 2 407. 767.07 2 150. 000. 00 07 
' 2. 4 IR. 2 2, 150, 000. 00 20 
993 209 54 6. 450. 000. 00 773, 292. 54 
ITED MAIL STEAMSHIP CO 
: 1 $3. 367. 551. 50 $2, 032, 382. 33 $1, 335, 169. 17 
2 919. 840. 39 2 13 846, 303. 26 
- 9 882 245.12 2 l 824, 586. 61 
f 2 773. 925. 92 2.094, 600. 61 679, 325. 31 
2 57 4%) OO 2 126, 143. 84 444, 987. 06 
2 627. 272. 34 2 146, 760. 27 480, 512. 07 
17. 141. 966. 17 12. 531. O82. 69 4, 610, 883. 48 
NITED STATES LINES CO 
\ ‘ t er 
A re Farmer 





: ; 

t ite 

Onw i 

I $1. 387, 525. 81 $1, 150, OR1. 44 

Defende 1, 533, 991. 84 1, 138, 053. 73 

\\ th 1, 534, 150. 75 1, 140, 272. 47 

Ame Merchant 544, 318, 24 1, 142, 174. 25 

A meric St er 1, 544, 364. 64 1, 144, 076. 22 

\ I Forwarder 1, 551, 785. 57 1, 146, 611. 72 

‘ I r 1, 433. 52 1, 147, 879. 57 
erican ( er 65 1, 149, 781. 35 

Amer ( t l 38 1, 151, 841. 60 
rican Traveler 1 01 1, 153, 584. 89 399, 462. 12 





tal 15, 305, 391. 41 11, 465, 257. 04 3, 840, 134. 37 


Withdrawn 


c. 9adjustments denied (adjusted under 8 (d 
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Vessels on which adjustments have been calculated under sec. 9 of Merchant Ship 
Sales Act of 1946—Continued 


WATERMAN STEAMSHIP CORP 








Vessel nam< Orig al pu k il sales Gro ust 
cha price pric 
Fairisk $3, 023, 805. 28 $983, 728. 00 $2, 040, 077. 28 
Fairland $, 036, 211. 74 983, 728. 00 2, 052, 483. 74 
Raphael Semmes $, 045, 258. 66 83, 728. OO 2 O61. 530. 6 
Bienvilk + 000. 000. 00 067. 768. 00 2 
Azalea City + OO1, G57. 44 178, 268. 00 2 
Warrior 2, 991, 127. 82 967, 768. 00 2, 023, 359. 82 
Jean La Fitte 2, 808, 924. 50 167, 768. 00 1, 841, 156. 50 
A foundria 2, 608, 763. 77 967, 768. 00 1, 730, 995. 77 
Wacosta 2, 660, 169. 32 467, TBS. OO 1, 492, 401. 32 
Yaka 2, 615, 102. 31 976, 343. 75 1, 638, 758. Se 
Hastings 2, 642, 706. 03 W85, 277. 99 1, 657, 428. 04 
Madaket 2, 641, 046. 21 995, 328. 90 1, 645, 717/22 
Andrew Jackson 2, 691, 194. 97 1, 005, 380. 00 1, 685, 814. 97 
City of Alma. -. 2, 626, 493. 54 1, 012, 080. 68 1, 614, 412. se 
Kyska 2, 442, 739. 51 1,047, 147. 19 1, 395, 592. 32 
Maiden Creek 2, 419, 158. 53 1, 055, 459. OF 1, 363, 609. 48 
Fairport 2, 450, 070. 78 1, 075, 672. 19 1, 374, 308. 59 
John B. Waterman 2, 788, 336. 61 1, 077, 000. 00 1, 711, 336. 61 
Total 49, 582, 767. 02 17, 997, O81. 84 31, 584, 785. 18 
PACO TANKERS, INC 
Chancellorsville $2, 862, 238. 25 $1 $1, 004, 464. 00 
Fredricksburg 2, 865, 356. 22 l 1, 100, 635. 60 
Kittaning 2, 813, 367. 66 ] 1, O50, 312. 66 
Perryville 2, 837, 431. 85 1, 772, 493. 49 4, 938. 36 
Petersburg 2, 862, 462. 99 1, 771, 660. 69 1, 090, 802. 30 
Total 14, 240, 856. 97 &, 839, 704. 05 5, 401, 152. 92 
PAN-ATLANTIC STEAMSHIP CORI 
De Soto $2, 628, 355. 94 $967, 768. 00 $1, 660, 587. 94 
Antinous 2, 628, 200. 00 167. 768. 00 1, 660, 432. 00 
Topa Topa 2, 535, 459. 34 1, 021, 972. 14 1, 513, 487. 20 
Iberville 2, 441, 274. YS 1, 030, 108. 68 1, 411, 166. 30 
Total 10, 233, 290. 26 3, O87, 616. 82 6, 245, 673. 44 


Mr. Autuen. Anything further? 

Mr. Ray. That is all. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you very much, Mr. Ackerson. 

The committee will appreciate the comments of the General Ac- 
counting Office with regard to the amendment and as to whether this 
removes the objection to the bill. Under the circumstances the sooner 
the better. 

Mr. Maloney, have you further comments? 

Mr. Matoney. No, sir. Merely to point out the Department of 
Commerce did not oppose this bill when it was before the Senate 
They raised some questions on it which we tried to meet, which we did 
meet successfully. They said it was a matter for congressional 
policy. It just seems to me that the position now being taken is that 
we may have inadvertently gotten ourselves into a position where we 
had the advantage over somebody and we don’t want to lose it 

Mr. Auten. That will conclude the hearings, then, on H. R. 7065 

(Whereupon, at 12:19 p. m., the committee adjourned.) 


Xx 





